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AT&T’s Communications of the Mountain States, Inc. and TCG Phoenix 

(collectively, “AT&T”) files their comments on Staffs Final Interim Report on Qwest’s 

Compliance with Checklist Item 2, dated December 24,2001. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Staff correctly concludes that Qwest is not yet in compliance with checklist item 

2. However, AT&T believes there are reasons, in addition to the ones identified by Staff, 

for concluding Qwest Corporation (“Qwest”) is not in compliance with checklist item 2. 

Due to the multitude of reports that AT&T must respond to, AT&T does not have 

the time or the resources to verify the accuracy of Staffs summaries of Qwest’s and 

AT&T’s positions. Accordingly, AT&T reserves the right to point out omissions or 

inaccuracies in future pleadings or proceedings. 



AT&T continues to take issue with Staffs summary of the test of Qwest’s 

Operations Support Systems (“OSS) and believes a number of statements are not 

accurate.’ For example, Staff states that the test was carried out in accordance with the 

Master Test Plan and Test Standards Document (“TSD).’ AT&T disagrees. In it’s 

recent pleading -- AT&T’s Response to Staffs Motion to Postpone Final OSS Workshop 

by One Week, Response to Qwest’s Motion to Compel Staff to Release Reports and 

AT&T Supplement to Second Notice of Scheduling Issues -- AT&T provided a number 

of examples of the failure of Cap Gemini Ernest & Young (“CGE&Y”) to comply with 

the TSD. 

Paragraph 32 also is not consistent with reality. AT&T has outstanding 

comments on a number of Incident Work Orders (“IWO”) that were prematurely closed 

by CGE&Y that the TAG has not yet addressed and determined whether further testing is 

necessary or not. Accordingly, AT&T cautions the Administrative Law Judges (“ALJ”) 

and the Commission against relying on the accuracy of Staffs summary of the OSS test. 

Finally, AT&T may elect not to comment on Staffs resolution of certain disputed 

issues. This decision not to respond should not be construed as agreement by AT&T with 

Staffs resolution, in this or any other proceeding. AT&T also reserves the right to raise 

issues regarding Staffs recommendations in the future. 

Staf€Report, 20-38. See AT&T’s Comments on Staffs Report on Checklist Item 2 dated October 26, 
2001, at 2-5. ’ stars ~eport, 725. 
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11. ARGUMENTS 

A. Disputed Issues Nos.l(b), l(c), & l(d) 

In all of its recommendations to these three disputed issues, Staff proposes that 

AT&T and Qwest have 20 days from the date of the Commission’s order approving 

Staffs Report to submit agreed upon SGAT language. If the parties do not submit 

language, Staff recommends that it be given authority to draft SGAT language to address 

the unresolved issue. AT&T will not oppose Staffs Resolution of the disputed issues; 

however, AT&T believes the Commission’s order should be clear that AT&T and Qwest 

have an opportunity to comment on any Staff proposal, that the Staffs proposal and 

AT&T and Qwest’s comment subsequently will be reviewed by the ALJ, a proposed 

order issued, and the Commission approval obtained on Staffs proposed language.3 

AT&T has several comments on Disputed Issue Nos.l(c), l(d) and l(e). AT&T 

believes that Staff should be consistent on the approach to the negotiations on agreed 

upon language. In its resolution of l(e), Staff proposes using Qwest’s language as a 

starting point. In l(c) and I(d), Staff now acknowledges that Qwest did not propose any 

language on comprehensive testing but Staff fails to recommend that AT&T’s language 

be used as a starting point. Qwest had every opportunity to propose comprehensive 

testing language during the workshops. It refused to do so. Accordingly, Staff should 

find that AT&T’s language should be used as a starting point. Otherwise, AT&T and 

Qwest are not being treated consistently. 

AT&T proposes these safeguards in every instance Staff proposes that it be allowed to draft language 
resolving an issue. 
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In its resolution of I@), Staff suggests that the language proposed by WCom is 

reasonable. The CMP re-design continues to address this disputed issue. Language is 

generally agreed to, as reflected in the Master Redlined CLEC-Qwest CMP Re-design 

Framework Interim Draft dated December 10,2001. However, not all issues have been 

resolved. AT&T does not understand the basis of Staffs recommendation that it be 

allowed to draft language if no agreement between the CLECs or Qwest is reached. 

Without further comment, it is unclear how Staff would arrive at a decision, since it has 

not been attending the CMP meetings and the record in Arizona on CMP is limited 

because the CMP meetings are conducted outside the section 271 process. AT&T 

believes this issue must remain open until Qwest and the CLECs resolve the issues or 

they go to impasse. If an issue goes to impasse the parties should be permitted to provide 

comments on the issue. 

In Staffs discussion of l(e), at paragraphs 258 and 259, Staff notes a number of 

Qwest comments on AT&T’s proposed revisions to Qwest’s SGAT language. AT&T 

takes exception to Qwest’s objections. In paragraph 258, Qwest objects that AT&T’s 

language requires “identical” results between the testing environment and production 

environment sets up a standard that is vague. In paragraph 259, Qwest argues that 

Qwest’s pre-order queries cannot be subjected to the same edits as production because 

the environment will not have access to real customer data in the Legacy systems. 

Pre-ordering queries must be subjected to the identical edit and error- 

checking processes in the stand-alone test environment as are queries processed by Qwest 

in the production environment. This means that the Qwest production business rules that 

establish the form, format, and content of valid pre-ordering queries are to be applied for 
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transactions being tested. This is separate from the issue of what data can be queried in 

the stand-alone test environment. Regardless of the fictional or real pre-ordering 

information data bases that are queried with these transactions, the testing CLEC must 

have access to the Qwest processes that determine whether the pre-ordering query is 

structured properly, is formatted correctly, has correct content, and that is targeted for 

processing against the stand-alone test environment databases. 

The stand-alone test environment will provide test databases and system tables 

that are structured identically to those used in production, while having content that is 

agreed upon between CLEC and Qwest. AT&T does not propose that Qwest make 

available for stand-alone testing actual inventories of telephone numbers or installation 

appointment dates. Moreover, AT&T recommends that an Arizona CLEC would not 

benefit from test databases that provide for Wyoming customer service records or 

Nebraska products and services. The parties must come to agreement on the breadth of 

information that will be contained in the stand-alone test environments and that will be 

formatted consistent with the production databases and system tables. These principles of 

stand-alone testing for pre-ordering have been successfully implemented by Verizon and 

SBC, and are consistent with AT&T's proposals. 

Qwest argues that the proposed language of AT&T in $5 12.2.9.3.2 and 12.2.9.3.3 

Concerning "a new Qwest release," as well as the proposed language in $ 12.2.9.3.4 

concerning "when Qwest migrates its OSS interfaces," are unnecessa~y.~ The stand-alone 

test environment must support CLECs that (a) begin to use a Qwest electronic interface, 

(b) continue to use a Qwest interface while making modifications to the CLECs own 

Staff Report, 260. 
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systems connected to the interface, and (c) upgrade an interface to a new Qwest release. 

The proposed language noted above provides for that multiplicity of uses for the stand- 

alone testing environments. If these provisions are not made, the stand-alone test 

environment will fail to support CLECs in one or more of the three described states of 

progress. When the stand-alone test environment mirrors the production environment by 

migration from testing to production, CLECs that are migrating to new release 

capabilities in tandem with Qwest’s roll-out of new interfaces are assured that the testing 

results will be the same as the results of production processing with the new interface. 

When the stand-alone test environment mirrors the existing production environment, 

CLECs that are new users of an interface and current user CLECs implementing revisions 

to their systems that affect the interface are assured that their test results will be the same 

as production system results. 

B. Disputed Issue No. 3: Is Qwest Obligated to Build UNEs On A 

Nondiscriminatory Basis? 

Staff has attempted to clarify its position on Qwest’s obligation to build 

unbundled network elements (“UNEs”); however, minor ambiguities remain.5 

First, Staff states that “Qwest is certainly not required to demand that Qwest 

construct any network additions or modifications on CLEC’s behalf.”6 This is 

inconsistent with Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) orders and rules. The 

As an aside, Staffs statement in paragraph 286 implies that AT&T provided only limited support for its 
arguments that Qwest is obligated to build. If this is Staffs implication, it is incorrect. See AT&T’s Brief 
on Checklist items 2, 5 and 6, dated May 18,2001, at 4-9. 

Staff Report, 7 296. 
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FCC made it quite clear the incumbent local exchange carriers have to modify their 

facilities to extent necessary to accommodate access to UNEs.’ 

In paragraph 292, Staff adopts the Colorado language, and finds that Qwest shall 

treat CLEC orders the same as it would treat its own orders. The one important point that 

Staff fails to mention is that CLECs are entitled to UNEs at cost-based rates. This is 

something that the Hearing Commissioner in Colorado noted in a footnote in his ruling. 

Staff should do the same. 

C. EEL Disputed Issue No. 1: Should Termination Liability Assessments 

(“TLSs”)Apply to Conversion of Tariff Services to UNEs? 

Staff correctly summarizes AT&T’s comments on Staffs initial report on the 

payment of TLAs on the conversion of tariff services to enhanced extended links 

(“EELs”).~ AT&T is disappointed that Staff adopts its original position without 

addressing the legal issues raised by A T ~ L T . ~  Staffs decision not to address the issues 

raised by AT&T leaves the impression that it was acceptable for Qwest refuse to provide 

EELS (although AT&T claims Qwest was legally obligated to provide EELS since August 

8, 1996) and allow Qwest to retain the difference between UNE rates and tariff rates from 

August 8, 1996, until October 9,1999, the date in the compromise, as amended by Staff. 

If Qwest was legally obligated to provide combinations since August 8, 1996 (and that 

obligation was not stayed by a court), Staff should explain why the compromise it 

’ Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of1996, Docket No. 
96-98, First Report and Order, FCC 96-235 (rel. Aug. 8,1996), 77 198 & 202. 

Staff Report, 7 316. 
See AT&T’s Comments on Checklist Item No. 2 dated October 26,2001, at 10-1 1. 
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adopted rightfully commences on October 9, 1999, and permits Qwest to retain ill-gotten 

gains. 

Respectfully submitted this 8th day of January 2002. 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS 
OF THE MOUNTAIN STATES, INC. 
AND TCG PHOENIX 

1 . 
By: \,i Phi 

- .  
Richard S. Wolters 
AT&T 
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1503 
Denver, CO 80202 
(303) 298-6741 

Gregory Hoffman 
AT&T 
795 Folsom St. 
San Francisco, CA 94107-1243 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Shirley S. Woo, hereby certify that the original and 10 copies of AT&T's Comments on 
Staff's Final Interim Report on Qwest's Compliance with Checklist Item 2 in Docket No. 
T-00000A-97-0238 were sent by overnight delivery on January 8,2002 to: 

Arizona Corporation Commission 
Docket Control -Utilities Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

and a true and correct copy was sent by overnight delivery on January 8,2002 to: 

Maureen Scott 
Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Ernest Johnson 
Director - Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Mark A. DiNunzio 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Christopher Kempley 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
Legal Division 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

Jane Rodda 
Administrative Law Judge 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
400 West Congress 
Tucson, AZ 85701-1347 

and a true and correct copy was sent by U. S. Mail on January 8,2001 to: 

Thomas F. Dixon 
WorldCom, Inc. 
707 - 17" Street, #3900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Terry Tan 
WorldCom, Inc. 
201 Spear Street, 9th Floor 
San Francisco. CA 94015 

K. Megan Doberneck Bradley Carroll 
Covad Communications Company 
7901 Lowry Blvd. 
Denver, CO 80230 

Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C. 
20401 North 29th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3 148 

1 



I 

I 
I '  

I Michael M. Grant 
I Gallagher and Kennedy 
I 2575 East Camelback Road 
I Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 
I 

Gena Doyscher 
Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 
1221 Nicollet Mall, Suite 300 
Minneapolis MN 55403 

I Traci Kirkpatrick 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 

I 

I 

I Michael W. Patten 

I 

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf, PLC 
400 North Fifth Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, A 2  85004-3906 

Joyce Hundley 
United States Dept. of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street NW, Suite 8000 
Washington, DC 20530 

Daniel Pozefsky 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
2828 North Central Ave., #1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Mark N. Rogers 
Excell Agent Services, L.L.C. 
2175 W. 14th Street 
Tempe, AZ 85281 

Mark P. Trinchero 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
1300 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 2300 
Portland OR 97201-5682 

Penny Bewick 
New Edge Networks 
3000 Columbia House Blvd., Suite 106 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

Andrea P. Harris 
Senior Manager, Regulatory 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. 
2101 Webster, Suite 1580 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Karen L. Clauson 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 

Joan S. Burke 
Osborn Maledon, PA.  
2929 N. Central Avenue, 21'' Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85067-6379 

Eric S. Heath 
Sprint Communications Company L.P. 
100 Spear Street, Suite 930 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Charles Kallenbach 
American Communications Services, 
Idd.National Business Parkway 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 

Jeffrey W. Crockett 
Snell & Wilmer, LLP 
One Arizona Center 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-0001 

Todd C. Wiley 
Gallagher & Kennedy, P.A. 
2575 East Camelback Road 
Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 
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Michael B. Hazzard 
Kelley, Drye & Warren, LLP 
1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

Daniel Waggoner 
Davis Wright Tremaine 
2600 Century Square 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101-1688 

Timothy Berg 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
3003 North Central Ave., #2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Raymond S. Heyman 
Randall H. Warner 
Roshka Heyman & DeWulf 
Two Arizona Center 
400 N. Fifth Street, Suite 1000 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
Communications Workers of America 
Arizona State Council 
District 7 AFL-CIO, CLC 
5818 N. 7th Street, Suite 206 
Phoenix, A 2  85014-581 1 

Andrew Crain 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver. CO 80202 

Janet Livengood 
Regional Vice President 
Z-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd., Suite 220 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Charles W. Steese 
Qwest Corporation 
1801 California Street, Suite 4900 
Denver, CO 80202 

Bill Haas 
Richard Lipman 
McLeodUSA Telecommunications 
Services, Inc. 
6400 C Street SW 
Cedar Rapids, IA 54206-3177 

Brian Thomas 
Vice President - Regulatory 
Time Warner Telecom, Inc. 
520 S.W. 6th Avenue, Suite 300 
Portland, OR 97204 

Executed on January 8,2002, in San Francisco, California. 
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